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PER CURI AM

Janes Artha Davis appeals from the district court's order
granting summary judgnment for the Defendant on his Title VII claim
alleging racial discrimnationandretaliation. Specifically, Davis
all eged that he was denied a pronotion based upon inperm ssible
consi derations of race and national origin and that he suffered
reprisals for bringingadm nistrative conpl ai nts. Davi s appeal s the
district court's order only as to the failure to pronote claim W
affirm

We find that the facts of this case are insufficient to prove
Davis's failure to pronote claim Davis argues that the reasons
advanced by his enpl oyer for failing to pronote hi mwere fabricated
and not considered by the enployer at the tine of decision. This
argunent is without nerit. Accordingly, we find that Davis is un-

able to prevail on his failure to pronote claim See Price Water-

house v. Hopkins, 490 U. S. 228, 244-45 (1989) (providing standard

for m xed notive analysis); see also MDonnell Douglas Corp. V.

Geen, 411 U. S. 792 (1973) (providing standard for prina faci e case
of discrimnatory failure to hire or pronote).

We therefore affirmthe district court's grant of sunmary
judgment for the Defendant. W di spense with oral argunent because
the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the na-
terials before the court and argunent woul d not aid the deci sional

Process.
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